United States in the twelve months immediately preceding, of which it estimated that from 50,000 to 75,000 were from California, and over 35,000 from Los Angeles county. Of those from Los Angeles county, a large number were charity deportations. Although the consulate general had been submitting occasional reports pertaining to the movement of Mexicans back and forth across the border, no data had been provided on entries and departures through individual ports. In addition, no distinctions had been made between the types of entry granted except to record visas granted to nonquota immigrants. The Department claimed that over $2 million had been saved.39 The figures vary according to the sources giving them, and variations even within the county offices can be detected. Certain costs refused to remain static, such as the price of railroad tickets. Savings estimates had to be based on the assumptions that a relief case would have continued through the entire depression period had the family not returned to Mexico, that the family had been on relief since 1931, and that costs were static. The hundredthousand-dollar difference between McWilliams's estimate and the estimate of Supervisor Baine shows that the amount of savings to the county must remain a figure that changes according to time and circumstance in the 1930s.
Six years later McWilliams wrote
There is no argument here with the conclusion of McWilliams and other writers that repatriation for many Mexican immigrants was a traumatic experience or that repatriation could also involve coercion, deportation, exploitation, and racism. However, to suggest that these elements in equal parts add up to a clear definition of the repatriation movement is to distort its history. Repatriation was a complicated process composed of many factors and nuances, most of which have been unexplored, neglected, omitted, or oversimplified. Before generalizations about repatriation can be made, the specifics need to be thoroughly investigated.
